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Introduction
Gunther Martin, Federica Iurescia, Severin Hof, and Giada Sorrentino
1 Preliminaries
This book assembles selected papers from a conference entitled Doing things
with words on stage. Pragmatics and its use in ancient drama, which was held
at the University of Zurich from 4th to 7th July 2018.* The conference brought
together scholars who, in their work, use the heuristic potential of interper-
sonal pragmatics, i.e. the systematic and theoretically informed study of com-
municative interaction.1 Rather than following a single approach or creating a
uniform picture of the objects and objectives of pragmatic analysis, however,
their contributions illustrate the breadth of the discipline and show the many
different forms that engagementwith the pragmatic dimension of literary texts
can take: from the force that a single word can have in referring to its intra- and
extratextual context to the back and forth in conversations; from the purely lin-
guistic resources of communication to the interplay of verbal and non-verbal
forms of interaction and to the grounding of communicative acts in social
structures and norms of conduct. In other words, this volume offers a panor-
amic view that illustrates the continuum of pragmatic phenomena by which
meaning is constructed: from lingual to non-lingual forms of interaction, or as
it were, from ‘doing things with words’ to ‘making statements without words’.
As each author contributes their uniqueperspective, this volumedemonstrates
the different opportunities that pragmatic work on interaction in literature
affords, and it aims to stimulate the exchange between the different branches
of pragmatics to create synergies and thereby further advance the study of the
field.
While the pragmatic approaches that the authors take may be diverse, they
all tackle the same literary medium: drama. In that way the papers deal with a
* The Swiss National Science Foundation provided generous funding for the conference and
the research projects in the course of which this volume was prepared (PP00P1_157444 and
PP00P1_183707). For help with the preparation of the manuscript the editors are indebted to
Alexander Herren.
1 Since its inception in the first half of the 20th century, the exact nature and definition of
pragmatics has been much discussed. The two branches this volume is mainly concerned
with are pragmalinguistics, which received its first major impulse by Austin (21975), and the
pragmatics of communication, as founded by Watzlawick et al. (1967). The lack of mutual
recognisance between these two approaches has oftenbeen lamented, e.g. byMey (22001: 69).
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comparable set of parameters and similar characteristics of the representation
of communication. The choice of ancient comedies and tragedies as the corpus
of pragmatic studies is a natural one. For drama is a mimetic and performative
art form, and as such it endows interaction with a privileged position. At least
among thepoetic genres, there is noother inwhich it is represented in the same
concentrated und unfiltered way: not only do dramatic texts consist to a large
extent of interaction, both verbal and physical; they are, moreover, character-
ised by the absence of an intermediary voice. For example, narrators in epic can
explain situations and actions of their characters. They can even report and
assess the characters’ thoughts and motives from a privileged vantage point.
In so doing they guide the readers’ perception and interpretation. In drama,
these options do not exist: the information that the spectators or readers need
in order to make sense of the plot is conveyed almost exclusively on the intra-
dramatic level or ‘internal system of communication’.2 The burden of giving
a sufficient amount of clues about the characters’ dispositions, thoughts, and
manner of execution of (speech-)acts rests entirely on their shoulders. What
the characters say, and in equal measure how they say it and how they interact
with each other, becomes the source of all our knowledge about the dramatic
world. What is more, since we do not have stage directions or other external
information about the performative side of the plays, the characters’ speech
is all we can rely on: even their own gestures and movements as well as their
meaning can only be gauged from the indications the characters give verbally
about what they do and what it signifies.
What the characters convey about the world of each drama and the people
that populate it is still plenty. Far from letting us knowonly about their identity,
they also provide rich insight into who they are, i.e. which character type they
belong to and also what makes them unique as individuals.3 On the one hand,
they act as representatives of groups: old vs young, male vs female, dominant
vs powerless, hero vs villain, etc., and both their behaviour as such and their
conduct towards others helps, in its pragmatic aspects, to reaffirm their belong-
ing to these types. We see, moreover, how interaction enacts typical patterns
of communication. These can be types of ‘scripts’, i.e. standard situations that
2 For the concept see Pfister (1988: 3, 40–41). The exception are someprologue speakers in com-
edy, who asπρόσωπα προτατικά or ‘real-life’ characters breach the fourthwall.Messengers can
also engage in some limitedmind-reading, but they do so strictly as intra-dramatic characters
(see de Jong 1991).
3 The degree to which individualisation is achieved or even attempted has of course been the
matter of an old debate: on the Greek side cf. e.g. Gould (1978); Easterling (1990); Gill (1990);
Budelmann and Easterling (2010); see the substantial volume by De Temmerman and van
Emde Boas (2018a) and the recent dissertation by Rodríguez-Piedrabuena (2019). For Roman
drama cf. Dupont (1998) and Faure-Ribreau (2012).
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recur in very similar fashion and follow an identifiable (though often informal)
protocol, such as introductions and recognitions; they can also concern the typ-
ical conduct in certain kinds of rapport, e.g. subordination or confrontation.
The dialogue thus contributes to the establishing, shaping, and changing of the
relationships between the speakers, wherein each interaction has the potential
to foster, destroy, or alter the nature of such relationships.
On the other hand, the text of the plays also gives the dramatic situation and
the interaction of the various personae an individual touch. The way in which
the latter act with words, gestures, movements, and so forth distinguishes the
individual instance from a ritualised staple scene: it can, for example, illustrate
the specific frictions and struggles of the characters in an agon scene—beyond
the issues of the disputed matter; in a scene of counsel, it can cast light on the
relationship of the characters and their attitudes to the advice and each other:
whether, for instance, the advisor/advisee relationship resembles that between
father and son, teacher and disciple, or warner and recalcitrant tyrant.
On account of the specific way in which information is distributed in drama,
pragmatic approaches have proven immensely fertile for the study of tragedy
and comedy. Elements of pragmatic analysis avant (or sans) la lettre have long
been floating around.4 Early ventures into pragmatic theory were first com-
binedwith rhetorical elements (see Battezzato 2000). In a volumeon Sophocles
and the Greek Language (de Jong and Rijksbaron 2006) pragmatics features as
part of a triad of linguistic aspects, together with diction and syntax. The last
few years have seen a flourish of studies on drama that were firmly rooted in
pragmatic theory.5 The innovative approaches that pragmatics has brought to
the field have thus led to considerable progress in our understanding of drama
as such and of individual plays. The system by which they explain behaviour
in communication has laid the foundations for a more pervasive and strongly
conceptualised description of what ‘happens’ or ‘is done’ in and through a text.
The result—from a literary point of view—is a more solid footing of inter-
pretation and an approach to a methodology to test earlier descriptions of
interaction. Moreover, new criteria emerge by which we can describe and
measure interactional behaviour and compare particular characters within a
play or even the same or similar characters across plays. Pragmatic approaches
4 E.g. Schwinge (1968); Ireland (1974); Mastronarde (1979); Turner (1980); Pfeiffer-Petersen
(1996); Rutherford (2012) essentially still does not use the pragmatic framework. For a syn-
opsis of works on Latin literature, see Ricottilli (2009).
5 Sorrentino (2013); Schuren (2015); Barrios-Lech (2016); Unceta Gómez (2016); van Emde Boas
(2017); Ricottilli (2018); Iurescia (2019).
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demonstratebymeansof clear criteria andon thebasis of a consistentmodel—
rather than by nit-picking scattered details—how speakers exhibit unco-
operative or impolite behaviour and how they search to find common ground
with their addressee or employ techniques of dominating the discussion with
their partner. In essence, pragmatics permits us todetect anddescribedramatic
techniques and how they are employed—and thereby to extend the concept
that Fraenkel has called the ‘grammar of dramatic technique’ (1950: II 305).
The interpretations that pragmatic studies have produced do, however, come
with two important caveats:
Firstly, they treat dramatic characters as agents that are not just black boxes
but endowed with a character and mental abilities that manifest themselves
in the characters’ (inter-)actions. The characters react—or are interpreted as
reacting—to each other and adapt to what they assume to be the other’s
thoughts and intentions. Thus, there is a layered process of ‘theory of mind’
going on: on the onehand,we as recipients try to explorewhat is going on in the
characters’ minds and ascribe feelings and other cognitive processes to them
that we extrapolate from words (both content and pragmatics) and gestures
(see in particular Easterling 1990); we construct ‘realistic’, i.e. understandable
and believable, personalities out of what we hear and see from the personae.
On the other hand,we ascribe to the characters the samemental processeswith
regard to their interactants—we read their minds reading each other’s minds.
This is not a case of the number of Lady Macbeth’s children; instead, it has a
fundamental impact on the ‘sense’ we make of a piece of literature: whether
we construct such a sense by forming a coherent picture from all the actions
and utterances of a character or whether we take every play scene by scene or
even sentence by sentence, without looking behind the actor’smask and trying
to draw conclusions for the character (see most recently De Temmerman and
van Emde Boas 2018b: 11–19).
Perhaps even more pressing is another caveat concerning pragmatic ana-
lysis of literature: that it presupposes—with varying degrees of strictness and
awareness—that principles of the ‘real life’ can be transferred to the study
of literary texts. In order to address this problem, pragmatics-based work on
drama has fostered theoretical andmethodological reflection. One of themain
branches of the ‘pragmatics of fiction’ (see Locher and Jucker 2017) deals very
generally with the applicability of pragmatics to fictional and scripted rep-
resentation of speech. There is a general willingness to accept the validity of
pragmatic phenomena in literary texts (e.g. Pilkington 1991, 2000; Sperber and
Wilson 1995: 231–237;Wilson 2011), including dramatic texts (Hess-Lüttich 1981;
Petrey 1990; Herman 1995; Leech and Short 22007). For ancient drama specific-
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ally, this question has not been discussed extensively. However, Ricottilli (2010)
emphasises that drama goes far into imitating the practices of real-life interac-
tion, and Schuren (2015: 11–49) offers a differentiated view of the naturalism of
one of themost formalised elements of tragedy: stichomythia. She argues that,
while that formatmaybe reductionist in someaspects, in others it concurswith
real dialogues. We may add that, as a consequence, the latter can still be ana-
lysed bymeans of pragmatic parameters: we can look for turn-allocatingmech-
anisms and interpret the degree of co-operation, orwe can rearrange lines from
the order in which they have been transmitted on the basis that this leads to
greater coherence. Ultimately, this proceduremeans littlemore than taking the
mimetic character of ancient drama seriously. In that sense, the instruments of
pragmatics can be legitimately and profitably applied to dramatic dialogue. At
the same time, it has never been contentious that dramatic language has an
artificial, literary character, be it the penchant for the grotesque and coarse in
Aristophanes and Plautus, be it the ‘high style’ in tragedy, which is distinctive
enough for comedy to parody. This artificiality of literary language, specific-
ally tragic language, and its distance from the registers of ‘regular’ language
pose specific difficulties for the analysis of pragmatic phenomena. Literature
in general, and individual genres in particular, carry their own frame of refer-
ence, their specific audience expectations, something that may be explained,
for example, as shifting the scale of relevance (Uchida 1998; Giltrow 2017; for
Greek tragedy now Willi 2019). Hence, it is crucial to identify the degree to
which ‘principles, norms and conventions of use which underlie spontaneous
communication in everyday life are precisely those which are exploited and
manipulated by dramatists in their constructions of speech types and forms in
plays’ (Herman 1995: 6). In otherwords, wemust try to find outwhere literature
starts developing its own conventions that are recognised and understood by
the audience and that can be exploited. This is especially the case in genres
such as tragedy and comedy, which show a high degree of formalisation of
both language and gestures, such as the already mentioned stichomythia or
the rather strict rules that apply to characters’ weeping (see e.g. Telò 2002).
Once we undertake to reflect on the particular frame in which dramatic
interaction articulates itself, we can start to reassess the potential scope of use
of pragmatics.Wemay then hope to distinguish between, on the one hand, uni-
versals (be it the theoretical background of philosophical linguistics à la Grice
or the ethnomethodological approach of conversational analysis) that can be
applied to a set of literary texts and, on the other hand, factors that manifest
themselves in a deviant way in literature. For example, while the mechanisms
of im/politeness (Brown and Levinson 21987 aswell asmore recent approaches:
Watts 2003; Terkourafi 2005; Culpeper 2011) are still in place (see Lloyd 2006;
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van Emde Boas 2017: 31–39; Berger 2017), what counts as im/politeness or over-
politenessmust be inferred or evennegotiated anewwhenweapproachdrama.
For, the cosmos of tragedy and that of comedy demonstrate very different
standards in the formality or coarseness of their language. The problemmay be
evenmore acute when generic conventions clash with pragmatic indicators: is
an interruption of the interlocutor’s turn in stichomythia to be read pragmat-
ically or is it merely a consequence (void of meaning) of the dramatic form,
which constrains a speaker’s turn to one line—or can it be both at the same
time?What distinguishes an interruption from an aposiopesis, and what does
that distinction mean for the understanding of the ongoing interaction?With
answers to questions like these, we may ultimately not only define the applic-
ability of pragmatic principles but simultaneously make a judgement about
the interpretability of a feature of the text. The judgements on pragmatic prin-
ciples and those on the defining elements of genre condition each other and
demarcate each other’s realms. In order to use the full potential of a pragmatic
approach to ancient drama, we need to remind ourselves constantly about
these two realms and the fact that the line between them is often arguable and
potentially subjective.
2 Outline of the Volume
The papers in this volume address the issues raised above, each in its own way
and with its own focus. However, focal points of interest do emerge, which are
mirrored in the structure of this book: the force of language in communica-
tion; more specifically, questions of politeness; and the fringes of language and
its interplay with non-verbal means of communication. Several contributions
also address thepoints of contact of pragmaticswithother fields and thepoten-
tial of synergies, and they form the core of the last paper, on the old question
of the relationship between pragmatics and rhetoric.
2.1 Part 1: Verbal Communication I—DoingThings withWords
The first part illustrates different levels on which and different ways in which
the pragmatic potential of language transcends its semantic or syntactic value.
The first contributions deal with themicro-level of language, namely structural
words and addresses. In themselves, these elements of language do not seem
to carry much weight; in specific contexts, however, they assume qualities or
connotations that create an added layer of meaning or position themessage in
the wider communicative situation, making a point about the utterance itself,
the wider conversation, or the relationship between the speakers.
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Regarding the contemplationof themacro-level, ConversationAnalysis (CA)
takes a prominent role borne out in several contributions: the organisation of
dialogue is viewed as a sequence of turns forming larger units. Through the
construction of adjacency pairs of related utterances (e.g. question-answer),
interlocutors become partners whose co-operation, or lack thereof, is analys-
able und helps grasp conversational behaviour.
The tools of pragmatic analysis that are introduced in this part all bear
an obvious relationship to aspects such as characterisation and motivation of
action. As such, they have a direct impact on our understanding of the liter-
ary meaning of the texts. This potential of pragmatics is explored with greater
focus on literary interpretation in the second half of this part.
Anna Bonifazi demonstrates by the example of αὐτός and (ἐ)κεῖνος how even
inconspicuous deictics can be connected with cognitive operations and then
charged with implied meaning that makes them more than just anaphoric
markers. The aspects thus signposted include the connection to the visual or
corporeal, distance, or identity; when clustered, deictics may even create a res-
onance effect. The conclusion she offers is that structural words are not chosen
out of metrical convenience but must be considered with their full range of
context-specific connotations.
The interaction between characters comes more into view in Rutger Allan’s
study of the particles δή and τοι in tragedy. By drawing on the concept of com-
mon ground, he accomplishes a more comprehensive account of their func-
tion and effect, which reconciles earlier competing explanations of their use:
both particles serve as grounding devices, i.e. they put the information in rela-
tion with knowledge, notions, or attitudes that are shared, or presumed to
be shared, between the interlocutors. They differ in the degree to which the
speaker assumes the hearer is aware of this information being inside the com-
mon ground.
While forms of address have long been established as a fruitful area of
research, the position of addresses within a sentence is shown by Sandra
Rodríguez-Piedrabuena to be an underestimated carrier of pragmatic signific-
ance in Greek drama. She focuses on the right periphery, i.e. addresses at the
end of sentences, and carves out the specific patterns and effects this place-
ment of the address has by correlating their frequency with parameters such
as speech acts, type of term of address, and social status. As a result of the
analysis, the position of a term of address emerges as an important pragmatic
factor along with the lexis and the frequency or omission of addresses.
The particular contribution of pragmatics to the analysis of dramatic char-
acters and their minds is discussed by Evert van Emde Boas. He argues that
through the study of ‘mind style’, the distinctive linguistic representation of a
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mental self, it becomes possible to extrapolate that self and thereby to assess
its individuality as projected by the author. Van Emde Boas exemplifies the
methods and the potential of this approach by reference to the protagonist of
Sophocles’OedipusTyrannus. From the analysis of pragmatic aspects of his lin-
guistic behaviour Oedipus emerges as a character distinguished by a particular
style that highlights his inquisitiveness, which in turn mirrors his mental qual-
ities of intelligence and distrust.
Severin Hof draws on resonance theory in order to explore what the dialogic
character of the prologue of Sophocles’ Ajax contributes to the play. He stud-
ies how each utterance is interwoven into the tissue of dialogue and how it
has itsmeaning enriched by the echoes and resumptions of the other speaker’s
turns. By readingAthena’s andOdysseus’ parts against each other,we can gauge
the differences in their predispositions andmindsets, which create a friction of
different perspectives that will continue in different constellations throughout
the play.
The development of the confrontation between Pentheus and Dionysus
in Euripides’ Bacchae is traced by Camille Semenzato. With reference to CA
concepts, she diagnoses the different misunderstandings that occur (or are
deliberately produced) between the two characters. Patterns of coherence
manifest, on a linguistic level, the shifting relationship and the distribution
of control. Differences of knowledge thus turn into differences of linguistic
competence, and Pentheus’ limitations in this regard contribute to his down-
fall.
Finally, Giada Sorrentino draws a contrastive characterisation of Iphigenia
and Clytaemestra in Euripides’ Iphigenia in Aulis, using speech acts, im/polite-
ness theory, floor management, and other CA tools. She shows how the two
dramatic figures are consistently opposed in their conversational behaviour,
even transcending the change in their personal characters as a result of the
major plot turn. In this way, not only does that opposition define them against
each other, but it also makes tangible the antithetical shift in control over the
course of events that the revelation of Iphigenia’s fate brings. The characters’
linguistic conduct in dialogue and the emphasis on the difference between
them becomes both a window into the inner self of the two women and a
means to elaborate Iphigenia’s self-empowerment.
2.2 Part 2: Verbal Communication II—BeingMore or Less Kind with
Words
Part 2 deals specifically with im/politeness, an aspect of pragmalinguistics
that has received a great amount of attention in Classical Studies over the
last decade. The phenomenon had originally been couched in terms of Face
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Threatening Acts (FTAs) that could either infringe on someone’s self-image
(positive face) or their freedom of action (negative face). Politeness then con-
sists, according to this approach, in the avoidance of face-threats through,
for example, expressions of respect or mitigating devices. The papers in this
volume partly expand on this theoretical framework and partly look at more
recent developments. Extensive use is made of the seminal work by Watts
(2003) that moves away (in the so-called discursive approach) from the ana-
lyst’s perspective, which considers abstract mechanisms and assigns to them
the character of im/politeness. Watts proposes to complement this approach
(which he terms second-order politeness) with the consideration of how the
interactants qualify utterances as im/polite (first-order politeness). The focus
shifts to the relativity of what is perceived as polite and to the importance of
contextual factors. This combination of two dimensions of politeness opens
new alleys of investigation: it brings to the fore both the specificities of the cul-
ture and the language as well as the principles of operation that are shared
across language communities. One aim of recent studies in im/politeness has
accordingly been to give historical depth to the study of politeness phenomena,
and to highlight the difficulties of polite behaviour in different cultures and in
cross-cultural communication (cf. Watts 2010; Maha 2014). The contributions
in this part that deal with Greek and Roman comedy similarly expand the ana-
lysis of their corpus by exploring the advances that can be made by the recent
developments in politeness studies.
First, however, Luigi Battezzato explores the compatibility of politeness in
the sense of Brown and Levinson with cognitive approaches (theory of mind
and theory of possible worlds). He uses as a test case a paradoxical comment
Tiresiasmakes in Sophocles’OedipusTyrannus: by stating that he had saidwhat
he had come to say, the seer seems to contradict the content of the preceding
conversation. As Battezzato argues, the three approaches unite to open up new
readings and create a sense in Tiresias’ quizzical remark: politeness is a mech-
anism active on the local level of the text, while the cognitive approaches help
to understand the general mindset with which the seer approaches the scene.
If read in this sense, the dialogue between Oedipus and Tiresias as well as the
latter’s behaviour in it offer an important contribution toTiresias’ characterisa-
tion.
Positive face-threats and their avoidance are discussed by Michael Lloyd,
who demonstrates the limits of the traditional model: a model that ascribes
an absolute effect to certain types of expressions, such as Brown and Levin-
son’s, strongly correlates semantic value and impact on politeness. Lloyd ques-
tions this connection by reference to terms of endearment in Aristophanes. He
shows how these terms, which would traditionally be considered positive face-
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work, canbebereft of any such effect and, in fact, even turn into over-politeness
and thus FTAs. By demonstrating how the two conceptions and levels of polite-
ness jar he makes the advantages of adopting Watts’ approach in the inter-
pretation of the text clear. He brings into play the parameters of distance and
power, which influence the perception of terms of endearment—and he raises
‘the question whether there is more to politeness than hypocrisy’ (this volume,
p. 231).
Relativity of politeness, this time from a diachronic perspective, is also the
subject of Peter Barrios-Lech’s contribution, which investigates aspects of the
politeness system between the fifth and the third centuries BCE. In so doing
he advances work on Greek politeness by adopting a diachronic approach,
as is frequently practised with modern languages (for English cf. e.g. Jucker
and Taavitsainen 2008). He traces the use of directives and softening devices
in dialogue-centred genres and highlights the continuities and differences
that exist in comedy, prose dialogue, and mime: both the ratio of softened
to unsoftened directives and the relative frequency of individual softeners are
largely stable across the texts of the corpus, independent of the social andpolit-
ical environment. Onlymime exhibits deviant patterns. The result is evenmore
significantwhen compared toRomancomedy,where the figures differ and thus
indicate the cultural specificity of the Greek politeness system.
Łukasz Berger looks at the pragmatics of offering advice in Roman com-
edy and proposes a new framework of analysis. Going beyond the analysis of
single speech acts and turns, he treats advice as a multi-act move in which dif-
ferent factors have to be equilibrated to ensure the acceptability of the move
and avoid intrusiveness: the choice of the sub-type of directive speech-act and
politeness devices must be dovetailed with contextual (social) factors to form
a complex but effective operation. In addition, Berger demonstrates that the
sequence in which the elements are arranged also has an impact on whether
advice is welcome, and how redressive action can be taken into the middle of
the exchange to accommodate the advisees’ face wants.
Over-politeness employed by characters of low social rank in Roman com-
edy is the subject of Luis Unceta-Gómez’ paper. As he demonstrates, the com-
municative strategies of parasites and meretrices entail heavy use of devices
to enhance the positive face of the people they depend on. Their use is inter-
preted as both conscious and insincere: they are means employed to gain a
certain personal advantage, but at the same time they appear to be accep-
ted norm for the respective classes. These observations make a strong case for
the social determination of felicitousness in Roman comedy of forms of face-
work.
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2.3 Part 3: Verbal and Non-verbal Communication—DoingThings Not
Just withWords
While our knowledge of individual plays does not go far beyond their text,
the communicative interaction between the characters does not stop at their
use of language. On the contrary, even the decision not to speak can convey
information and createmeaning in a pragmaticway.Moreover, the deployment
of gestures adds a vital layer to our understanding of relationships and social
operations, especially in the performative genres of drama. However, much of
the characters’ non-verbal behaviour—certainly the part authors wanted to
have preserved for future performances—is captured and can be inferred from
the text, as gestures and other physical actions are regularly verbalised, i.e. re-
deployed in themediumof language. The gestures are not simply the extension
of language but equivalent as a means of expression and communication; or
rather, they can be read in analogy to speech acts, serving the same function,
albeit in a different medium. As such, they follow their own pragmatic play-
book and can interplay with the verbal forms of communication.
Silence is a special case of linguistic action and takes us to the borderline
between verbal and non-verbal behaviour. Vanessa Zetzmann deals with cases
in which a character in Greek tragedy stays silent. She distinguishes between
different types of infelicity in conversation that such a silence can signal. Some
cases can be read as speech acts through denial to speak and hence as a dis-
preferred response. The subsequent prompts to answer (i.e. questions of the
type τί σιγᾶις;) are interpreted as relational markers: they are pragmaticalised
signs that indicate a mental operation—the formation of a theory of mind—
initiating a new attempt at persuasion. These attempts, however, regularly fail.
The interplay of language and gesture and their respective function in com-
munication is conceptualised by Matteo Capponi. He emphasises the paral-
lelism and the equivalence of words and gestures and the need for a ‘unitary’
analysis: gestures and verbal dialogue unite to spell out the meaning of the
action. The expressive force and the pragmatic importance of this combination
is then exemplified with reference to the recognition scenes of Sophocles’ and
Euripides’ Electrae: these plays show very different patterns of gesticulation,
which results in a shift of the expressive dynamics in the symbolic ‘language’ of
the physical performance.
The boundaries between words and gestures are the subject also of the con-
tribution by Licinia Ricottilli, who deals with the question how gestures may
be interpreted in terms of Pragmatics of Communication. Drawing on her pre-
vious work on gestures in the Aeneid, she provides a definition of gesture as
bodily or facial behaviour that takes on communicative, informative, or inter-
active value. In her paper, she applies this definition in order to study gestures,
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especially movements of the head, in Terence’s comedies. Her analysis under-
scores the importance of gestures in the communication between Terence and
his audience and retrieves the emic specificities of certain gestures in Roman
culture. Ultimately, we see how this shared knowledge is harnessed to create
comic effects and adds further details to the relationships between charac-
ters.
Ricottilli’s definition of gestures also provides the methodological frame-
work of Renata Raccanelli’s and Evita Calabrese’s papers, who each focus on
a specific kind of gesture: kisses and tears respectively. More specifically, Rac-
canelli offers a reading of Plautus’ Stichus as a case-study to demonstrate the
culture-specific significance of the kiss. She argues that the kiss between father
and daughter can only be thoroughly understood when placed in its proper
Roman context: not only does a kiss between relatives serve as a ritual of greet-
ing, but it is embedded in the practice of male social control over the pudicitia
of female relatives.
Calabrese’s contribution discusses gestures that have an impact on human
interactions, focussing on Seneca’s tragedies. Gestures related to countenance
enable interactants to manage their personal relations on a one-to-one level.
More specifically, Calabrese shows how one type of gesture, namely female
tears, is used to negotiate and calibrate the relationship between an individual
and the community or to deceive.
Strategies of deception in tragic dialogues are also explored by Lavinia Sco-
lari, who is interested in how gestures andwords concur in attempts to deceive
an interlocutor. In a bottom-up approach, she provides a definition of fraus,
tracking the vocabulary and the emic representation of deception in Seneca’s
tragic dialogues. Through a combination of pragmatic, dramaturgical, and
anthropological approaches, she identifies the main features of successful
deception in Seneca’s Troades and Thyestes.
2.4 Epilogue
The last contribution looks at the notoriously difficult relationship between
pragmatics and rhetoric. Almost from its inception on, pragmatics as a discip-
line has had to defend its position against the claim that it was as a mere sub-
set of the ancient art of speaking. Looking back at the long discussion about
the distinction between the two fields, Carlo Scardino instead makes the case
that these two approaches are in fact complementary. The mutual fostering of
the disciplines is exemplified by the Fourth Epeisodion of Euripides’ Orestes.
United, they allow amore thorough exploration of the ideas and emotions that
are conveyed, Scardino argues, especially under the performative conditions
of the stage: for tragedymoves between the poles of conformance with natural
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language and the demands of a Kunstsprache, both of which are harnessed by
the poets to shape our understanding of the fictional world.
References
Austin, J.L., (21975 [1962]), How to Do Things withWords, Oxford.
Barrios-Lech, P., (2016), Linguistic Interaction in Roman Comedy, Cambridge.
Battezzato, L., (2000), ‘Pragmatica e retorica delle frasi interrogative in Euripide. Note
ai fr. 125 e 255 Nauck e ad Andr. 366 s. (con una parentesi sul fr. 172 Nauck)’, Materiali
e discussioni per l’analisi dei testi classici 44, 141–173.
Berger, Ł., (2017), ‘The Old Man and Linguistic Politeness in the Comedies of Plautus’,
Symbolae Philologorum Posnaniensium Graecae et Latinae 27, 249–273.
Brown, P. & Levinson, S.C., (21987 [1978]), Politeness: some Universals in Language
Usage, Cambridge.
Budelmann, F. & Easterling, P.E., (2010), ‘Reading Minds in Greek Tragedy’, Greece &
Rome 57, 289–303.
Culpeper, J., (2011), Impoliteness: Using Language to Cause Offence, Cambridge.
De Temmerman, K. & Emde Boas, E. van (eds.), (2018a), Characterization in Ancient
Greek Literature, Leiden.
De Temmerman, K. & Emde Boas, E. van, (2018b), ‘An Introduction’, in De Temmerman
and van Emde Boas 2018a, 1–26.
Dupont, F., (1998), ‘Le masque tragique à Rome’, Pallas 49, 353–363.
Easterling, P.E., (1990), ‘ConstructingCharacter inGreekTragedy’, inC.B.R. Pelling (ed.),
Characterization and Individuality in Greek Literature, Oxford, 83–99.
Emde Boas, E. van, (2017), Language and Character in Euripides’ Electra, Oxford.
Faure-Ribreau, M., (2012), Pour la beauté du jeu, Paris.
Fraenkel, E., (1950), Agamemnon, 3 vols., Oxford.
Gill, C., (1990), ‘The Character-personality Distinction’, in: C.B.R. Pelling (ed.), Charac-
terization and Individuality in Greek Literature, Oxford, 1–31.
Giltrow, J., (2017), ‘The Pragmatics of the Genres of Fiction’, in Locher and Jucker 2017,
55–92.
Gould, J., (1978), ‘DramaticCharacter and “Human Intelligibility” inGreekTragedy’, Pro-
ceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society 24, 43–67.
Herman, V., (1995), Dramatic Discourse: Dialogue as Interaction in Plays, London/New
York.
Hess-Lüttich, E.W.B., (1981), Soziale Interaktion und literarischer Dialog, Berlin.
Ireland, S., (1974), ‘Stichomythia in Aeschylus: the Dramatic Role of Syntax and Con-
necting Particles’, Hermes 102, 509–524.
Iurescia, F., (2019), Credo iam ut solet iurgabit: pragmatica della lite a Roma, Göttingen.
For use by the Author only | © 2021 Koninklijke Brill NV
14 martin et al.
Jong, I.J.F. de, (1991), Narrative in Drama: the Art of the Euripidean Messenger-speech,
Amsterdam.
Jong, I.J.F. de&Rijksbaron, A. (eds.), (2006), Sophocles and theGreek Language: Aspects
of Diction, Syntax and Pragmatics, Leiden/Boston.
Jucker, A.H. & Taavitsainen, I. (eds.), (2008) Speech Acts in the History of English, Ams-
terdam/Philadelphia.
Leech, G.N. & Short, M., (22007 [1981]), Style in Fiction: a Linguistic Introduction to Eng-
lish Fictional Prose, Harlow.
Lloyd, M., (2006), ‘Sophocles in the Light of Face-threat Politeness Theory’, in de Jong
and Rijksbaron, 225–240.
Locher, M.A. & Jucker, A.H. (eds.), (2017), Pragmatics of Fiction, Berlin/Boston.
Maha, L., (2014), ‘Cross-Cultural Perspectives on Linguistic Politeness’, Cross-Cultural
Communication 10, 56–60.
Mastronarde, D., (1979), Contact and Discontinuity: some Conventions of Speech and
Action on the Greek Tragic Stage, Berkeley.
Mey, J., (22001 [1993]), Pragmatics: an Introduction, Oxford.
Petrey, S., (1990), Speech Acts and Literary Theory, London/New York.
Pfeiffer-Petersen, S., (1996), Konfliktstichomythien bei Sophokles: Form und Gestaltung,
Wiesbaden.
Pfister, M., (1988), The Theory and Analysis of Drama, Cambridge (Engl. transl. of Das
Drama: Theorie und Analyse, Munich 1977).
Pilkington, A., (1991), ‘Poetic Effects’, in R.D. Sell (ed.), Literary Pragmatics, London, 44–
61.
Pilkington, A., (2000), Poetic Effects: a Relevance Theory Perspective, Amsterdam/Phil-
adelphia.
Ricottilli, L., (2009), ‘Appunti sulla pragmatica della comunicazione e della letteratura
latina’, in A. Barchiesi & G. Guidorizzi (eds.), La stella sta compiendo il suo giro. Atti
del convegno internazionale di Siracusa, 21–23 maggio 2007, Florence, 121–170.
Ricottilli, L., (2010), ‘Teatro latino e pragmatica della comunicazione’, Dionysus ex
machina 1, 360–379.
Ricottilli, L. (ed.), (2018), Modalità della comunicazione in Roma antica, Bologna.
Rodríguez-Piedrabuena, S., (2019), La lengua de los personajes. Caracterización lingüíst-
ica en la obra de Eurípides a partir de Los Herclidas, PhD thesis (University of
Seville).
Rutherford, R.B., (2012),Greek Tragic Style: Form, Language, and Interpretation, Oxford.
Schuren, L., (2015), Shared Storytelling in Euripidean Stichomythia, Leiden/Boston.
Schwinge, E.-R., (1968), Die Verwendung der Stichomythie in den Dramen des Euripides,
Heidelberg.
Sorrentino, G., (2013), Comunicazione e relazioni interpersonali nelle commedie di
Menandro: un’indagine sul Dyscolos e sulla Samia, PhD thesis (University of Frei-




Sperber, D. & Wilson, D., (21995 [1986]), Relevance: Communication and Cognition,
Oxford/Cambridge, Mass.
Telò, M., (2002), ‘Per una grammatica dei gesti nella tragedia greca’, Materiali e discus-
sioni per l’analisi dei testi classici 48, 9–75 and 49, 9–51.
Terkourafi,M., (2005), ‘Beyond theMicro-level in Politeness Research’, Journal of Polite-
ness 1, 237–262.
Turner, E.G., (1980), ‘The Rhetoric of Question andAnswer inMenander’, in J. Redmond
(ed.), Drama andMimesis, Cambridge, 1–23.
Uchida, S., (1998), ‘Text and Relevance’, in R. Carston & S. Uchida (eds.), Relevance The-
ory: Applications and Implications, Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 161–178.
Unceta Gómez, L., (2016), ‘La respuesta al agradecimiento en la comedia de Plauto y
Terencio’, Pallas 102, 229–236.
Watts, R.J., (2003), Politeness, Cambridge.
Watts, R.J., (2010), ‘Linguistic Politeness Theory and its Aftermath: Recent Research
Trails’, inM.A. Locher& S.L. Graham (eds.), Interpersonal Pragmatics, Berlin/Boston
2010, 43–70.
Watzlawick, P., Helmick Beavin, J., & Jackson, D.D., (1967), Pragmatics of Human Com-
munication: a Study of Interactional Patterns, Pathologies, and Paradoxes, New York.
Willi. A., (2019), ‘Der Sprachraum der Tragödie’, in id. (ed.), Formes et fonctions des
langues littéraires en Grèce ancienne, Vandœuvres, 97–142.
Wilson, D., (2011), ‘Relevance and the Interpretation of Literary Works’, UCL Working
Papers in Linguistics 23, 69–80.
For use by the Author only | © 2021 Koninklijke Brill NV
